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INTRODUCTION
Expansion of cities, population growth, changes in the life style, improving the quality of life are examples of the inevitable movements which almost all cities around the world are experiencing.
Although this new progress has brought many opportunities and benefits in terms of development and socio-economic welfare, it has also triggered some challenges for sustainable urban planning, particularly in terms of conservation and preservation of cultural heritage (Seyedashrafi, Ravankhah, Weidner, & Schmidt, 2017) .
Heritage is one of the most rapidly expanding tourism segments regarding visitor numbers globally and is a major attraction for cities and regions. Heritage sites and buildings can have a very positive influence on many aspects of the way a community develops. If heritage is managed appropriately, it can become instrumental in developing intercultural dialogue, enhancing social inclusion, shaping identity of a territory, providing social cohesion, improving quality of the environment. Moreover, from the economic side, it can create jobs, prompt tourism development and enhance investment climate (Dümcke & Gnedovsky, 2013) . particularly any investment in heritage can generate return in a form of economic growth and social benefits. The historic environment has been accepted as a source of benefit to local economies, predominantly through tourism (Mowforth & Munt, 2015) . An attractive heritage, supports and contributes in enticing external investment as well as maintaining existing businesses of all types. The heritage environments are also seen as an excellent resource for education purposes for people of all ages (Talboys, 2016) . Learning about the history of a place is a good way of bringing communities together through a common awareness of the unique cultural identity heritage places give to an area. Moreover, heritage adds character and distinctiveness to an area and is a fundamental in creating a 'sense of place' for a community (Graham, Ashworth, & Tunbridge, 2016; Massey, 2012) .
While development and use provides' many opportunities for the community, it may also serve as a threat in forms of the potential degradation of a heritage, thus depriving a community of such resources and the benefits of tourism. The connection between heritage and tourism is commonly characterized by contradictions and conflicts whereby conservationists perceive heritage tourism as compromising conservation goals for profit (Nuryanti, 1996) . In order to minimize these threats and ensure that the heritage is passed onto the next generation, no different than the current status, there is a need for sustainable dialogue, cooperation, and collaboration between the community and heritage management (Aas, Ladkin, & Fletcher, 2005) . Heritage preservation demands an ongoing need for management (McKercher, McKercher, & Du Cros, 2002) . Total protection and severe restriction of visitation is a widely used management approach (Grimwade & Carter, 2000) . However, it can be argued that the approach contradicts with the value in preserving such places for the future if people are not permitted to enjoy them today! Often heritage sites are subjected to well-managed restoration and conservation actions, but the critical component of presentation and interpretation to visitors, both tourists and local residents is absent. Without suitable appreciation and presentation of what is being preserved, cultural heritage sites potentially become meaningless, and understanding of human history is lost.
Different heritage management strategies are likely to be relevant at different heritage sites dependent on community preferences for the configuration of the heritage site, including the appropriate mix of built versus natural assets, into the future. Irrespective of the management option that is ultimately selected in a given setting, securing heritage sites for future use requires significant investment in long-term planning and management. To ensure effective and efficient future management, it is necessary to a) enhance the financial sustainability to ensure the level of funding allocated to heritage preservation management is sufficient for management costs, b) ensure that management is in line with community values and preferences for future heritage configurations and c) move away from ad-hoc protection and repair works towards a more strategic management approach that prioritises the maintenance and protection of natural and/or built assets at key priority locations. Multiple questions then arise including: are citizens willing to invest in the maintenance of their heritage sited? how does management account for affected parties (like homeowners) as well as other stakeholders, like those who use heritage sites for recreation, or those who place a high value on the preservation of the sites? which heritage site(s) should receive higher funding priority?
Addressing these questions requires a better understanding of the full suite of economic values the population holds for heritage assets. In this context, it is information relating to the non-use values of heritage sites that is currently most lacking. These non-use values encompass existence value -the value associated with knowing that biodiversity and other environmental values continue to exist (Perace & Moran 2013), bequest value -"a willingness to pay to preserve the environment for the benefit of one's descendants" (Turner et al. 1994) or for future generations (Pearce & Moran 2013), and option value -a value people place on potential future use of an environmental site or resource (Stevens et al. 1991) . These are best quantified using non-market stated preference techniques like
Contingent Valuation and Choice Modelling (see Methods).
This study seeks to quantify non-use values for a specific heritage asset types held by households in Shiraz in southwest of Iran. We have designed this study so that it will address a number of the management challenges identified above. First, the payment mechanism employed is a targeted incremental annual levy. This can provide managers with an estimate of residents' willingness to pay for management that preserves heritage sites, as well as a realistic vehicle through which sustainable financing of heritage management might be achieved. Second, we employ a repeated, hypothetical referendum task to compare willingness to pay (WTP) among three heritage site categories (Gardens, Historical places and religious sites) and in response to the travel distance between a specific heritage site location and the respondent's home. These elements of our survey design address the question of how investment should be prioritised amongst a range of heritage site available in Shiraz and Pasargadae counties that are exposed to erosion processes.
From an applied point of view, this study contributes to the current literature by providing significant empirical findings that heritage managers can benefit from in their decision making about how to sustainably and efficiently finance heritage management int the future. More importantly, from a methodological perspective, this study uses an innovative latent class model to infer both preference heterogeneity and to identify and deal with strategic (or protest) voting in the form of "nay-" as well as "yea-saying" during estimation. We present an alternative approach for dealing with nay-and yeasaying; many studies exclude these groups from overall estimates of WTP, which we argue can lead to a serious under-or over-estimation of value.
The remainder of the article proceeds as follows. First, we provide some background information related to the case study. We follow with a description of the method and data used for the study. In the penultimate section, we report results of residents' willingness to pay to preserve heritage sites.
We conclude with a discussion of the policy and research implications of our findings. Based on the Shiraz Revised Detailed Plan, this city is divided to 10 regional municipalities with approximately 80 districts (Shahrokhaneh Consultant, 2014) . Shiraz is a historical city and generally has three particular parts including the central business district (CBD) which is mostly recognized as the historical core of the city with a compact built environment, the inner-city suburbs that include areas developed around the CBD, and the outer and exurbs suburbs that have been expanded in northwest, south and southwest of the city in the past 20 years and comprises sprawled neighbourhoods (Etminani-Ghasrodashti et al., 2018 With an average number of 859456 national and international visitors per year, Persepolis is between development and consolidation stages. Although the number of visitors to Pasargadae and Necropolis sites has increased during the past 13 years, the lifecycle of these sites shows that they are passing from involvement stage to development stages and require more investments.
BACKGROUND AND CASE STUDY CONTEXT

MATERIALS AND METHODS
THE CHOICE EXPERIMENT
One set of approaches capable of eliciting environmental preference is the use of stated preferences techniques (Ardeshiri, Willis, & Ardeshiri, 2018; Boxall, Adamowicz, Swait, Williams, & Louviere, 1996) .
Contingent valuation method as part of the stated preferences technique has been widely used in majority of valuation studies of cultural heritage and recently there have also been a few applications of the choice modelling approach (Tuan & Navrud, 2007 . Referendum Choice Experiments (RCE), in the dichotomous choice format, have recently become widely used as a technique for eliciting the value of public goods or non-market resources in applications where the key policy issue is whether to accept an exogenously specific proposal or not (Cameron, 1988; Green, Jacowitz, Kahneman, & McFadden, 1998; Johnston et al., 2017; Rolfe & Bennett, 2009) . Respondents are presented with a hypothetical referendum that specifies a good to be supplied and a payment and asked to vote on this referendum (Green et al., 1998) . The payment, or bid, is varied experimentally to provide a profile of the cumulative distribution function of WTP at the experimental design points. This protocol has gained widespread use in applications to valuation of natural resources and has largely displaced older protocols in which subjects are asked to state an open-ended WTP for a good, or to reveal a WTP range by responses to a sequence of bids or choices from a set of alternatives. Moreover, practitioners have found that responses are influenced by the payment vehicle. This may arise from incentive effects of the 'free-rider' variety, or from the concerns of subjects about distributional implications and 'fairness' (Green et al., 1998) .
The concepts in economic theory underlying referendum surveys are preferences characterized in monetary units (consumer surplus, compensating variation, willingness to pay), the Kaldor-Hicks compensation principle as a criterion for aggregating individual preferences into a social choice rule, and Samuelson's theory of optimal supply of public goods, developed in a stream of literature that has emphasized incentive-compatible mechanisms that blunt the 'free-rider' problem (Green, et al., 1998) .
To be incentive compatible, a referendum on a pure public good needs to be a "take-it" or "leave-it" offer, where the vote doesn't influence any other offers that may be made to agents and where the payment mechanism is coercive in the sense that each agent can be required to pay independently of how the individual agent voted (Carson & Czajkowski, 2014) . Many economists believe that if subjects are adequately economically motivated, the cognitive paradoxes sometimes observed in psychological experiments disappear (Green et al., 1998) . Thus, a decision rule should be selected that is realistic and binding on respondents. In many developed countries, political settings direct democracy is practiced exercising majority rule. As a consequence, referenda have been used before to determine the provision of public goods (Green et al., 1998; Mitchell & Carson, 2013) . We therefore propose in this research to utilize an RCE approach, focused explicitly on whether Shiraz residents are willing to invest in the management of heritage sites through preservation measures.
EXPERIMENT MATERIALS
Following a literature review and two focus group discussions, five attributes and their appropriate levels were identified to characterise heritage site preservation policies: cultural heritage site category, levy time horizon, annual visit rate (as a percentage) to the heritage sites, heritage distance from residences dwelling and annual levy specific to heritage site category. The payment was presented as a household levy that would apply to all Shiraz households. Participants were informed that the proposed levy would be applied to property or passed along in the form of increased rental payment (the latter made explicit with the intent of informing renters that they would indirectly be affected). The levy would be imposed for a specific time duration, ranging from 10-50 years. The literature indicates that one-off payments can be excessively conservative, which led to our use of the annual levy (MacDonald, Ardeshiri, Rose, Russell, & Connell, 2015; Whitehead & Blomquist, 2006) . To arrive at a reasonable range of levies to test, we used an estimate of the net present value of total current households in Shiraz (plus 25% for upper bond and -25% for a lower bound) and a 3% annual interest rate over 50 years, say, to calculate upper and lower levy amounts for heritage sites. Figure 5 provides an overall upper and lower range of levies, where a sufficiently wide range allows coverage for a comprehensive set of future analyses, in terms of population affected by the levy. Table 1 presents the full list of attributes and levels considered for the referendum task. 
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
Individual policy preferences were measured using the choice modelling framework presented in Figure 6 . Individuals could select between status quo (with no specific preservation action taken, leading to a deterioration in the condition of the site and a decrease in annual visitor numbers) and a proposed levy to pay for management that prevents visitation loss and maintains the current condition of the heritage site. As mentioned earlier, three heritage categories (Historical, Religious, Gardens) were studied. Respondents were asked to choose between two options (see Figure 7) :
Yes: for a given heritage site of a certain nominated category and specific proximity to their residential location, an annual levy of the amount shown and for the time horizon specified would be used to preserve the site and maintain its current visitation rate.
No: this 'status quo' alternative meant that the heritage site received no specific incremental preservation action taken by the local council. The consequence of voting for this policy was that the specific heritage would suffer a loss of visitation over the time horizon ("no specific maintenance action taken" policy scenario on the left in Figure 7 ). Residents of Shiraz would not pay any extra levy in this case. . Ngene software was used to generate the design for this study. The final design included 48 choice tasks in 8 blocks providing each participant with 6 repeated choice occasions. In completing each hypothetical referenda, the individual was urged to treat each referenda independently of the others. Participants were also reminded to keep in mind their available household income and all other things that this income is spent on. To ensure that the participants took the survey seriously, a short cheap talk script was developed using guidance from Morrison and Brown (2009) . Cheap talk is a technique used in SP surveys to remind participants that they should make choices as if they really had to pay. Cheap talk has been shown to be effective at reducing the potential for hypothetical bias in choice experiments (List, Sinha, & Taylor, 2006; MacDonald, Ardeshiri, Rose, Russell, & Connell, 2015; Tonsor & Shupp, 2011) . Figure 7 presents an example of the referendum task. residents. The survey was paper-based and conducted using trained interviewers. Respondents were randomly sampled based on the relatively equal distribution of the population within Shiraz. The survey was directed at decision makers in the household, i.e. those more likely to pay the rent and property expenses. Overall 489 respondents were interviewed for this study.
Sample characteristics are given in Table 2 . From the total 489 sampled population, there is a higher male participation (59.3%) compared to Female (40.7%). The majority of participants were in the 18-34 age bracket (45%), 34% were in the 35-64 age bracket and the remaining 21% were aged a65 years and above. The average age was 37.3 years. Participants were from different types of households with the majority (37.8%) being "Couple family with children" with the average household size of 3.11 per household.
The common education level among the sampled population was "bachelor's degree" (45.3%). The average household income was just above 34 million Rials (equivalent to USD$1057) with majority following in the 25 to 45 million income bracket. Homeowners constitute 68.9% of the sample, and renters the remainder with majority living in a free-standing house (66.5%). Respondents were mostly from the metro area (78%) and the remaining 22% were from the regional. 
DATA ANALYSIS
A concern with hypothetical referendum tasks is the possibility of strategic or protest voting in the form of "Nay-saying" and "Yea-saying" (i.e., voting 'no' irrespective of policy attributes variation, and voting 'yes' no matter the policy attributes). Among psychologists and sociologists studying response acquiescence, yea-saying is defined as the tendency to agree with questions regardless of content.
Vice versa the tendency to disagree is defined as Nay-saying (Blamey, Bennett, & Morrison, 1999; Loomis, 2014; Moum, 1988) . Traditional statistical analyses of DCEs do not handle these extreme preferences well. Recognising this limitation, the random utility choice model utilised for this study is based on an innovative use of a standard Latent Class (LC) model.
To begin, the proposed model allows the sample to be separated between those who make trade-offs and those who don't; among those who don't make trade-offs, it makes a distinction between those unswervingly protesting against or in favour of the referenda. For those who make trade-offs, it is assumed that the individuals may be decomposed into discrete segments that differ in their predisposition towards heritage maintenance policy and their sensitivity to different attributes presenting the policy. Thus, in addition to handling trade-off heterogeneity among "traders", we allow one segment to represent the Yea-sayers and another segment to represent the nay-sayers. Sociodemographic characteristics and individual's choice behaviour in response to a given policy set, are the observable -or manifest -variables (presented in rectangular shapes). Following Swait (1994) we allow sociodemographic characteristics as well as individual perceptions, knowledge and experience of a given heritage site to form the "segment membership" as well as "taste in preference" in residents' choices. Structural latent variables are depicted through ellipses.
(1) Sociodemographic characteristics form the latent segment membership likelihood functions for an individual.
(2) Through a latent segment classification mechanism, the membership likelihood functions determine the latent segment (i.e. yea-sayers, nay-sayers and traders) to which an individual belongs.
(3) The decision-maker has preferences with respect to the policy which determine the yes/no vote. These preferences are determined by the individual's perceptions, knowledge and experience of a given heritage site, sensitivity to the given attributes, his/her personal characteristics and the latent class to which he/she belongs. These preferences are conditional on, and specific to, the segment to which the person belongs.
This structural model is an adaptation of the general framework presented in McFadden (1986) and Swait (1994) . 
MODEL FORMULATION
The underlying theory of the LCM posits that individual behaviour depends on observable attributes and on latent heterogeneity that varies with factors that are unobserved by the analyst. LCM will probabilistically segment the sample to be homogeneous within and heterogeneous across segments, with respect to the choice process. We propose to analyse the heterogeneity through a model of discrete parameter variation. Thus, it is assumed that individuals are implicitly sorted into a set of S classes (whether known or not to that individual), but which class contains any particular individual is unknown to the analyst. Having said that, by definition, we expect from the yea-sayers -who always agree to pay a levy to maintain heritage visit rate regardless of the costs and benefits -to be deterministic and have probability value equal to one for the Yes alternative. For this reason, we allow the utility for paying a levy ( ) to be a very large positive value (effectively, positive infinity) for this segment. Vice versa, by fixing to a large negative value (effectively, negative infinity) we force the response of individuals in this segment to be No with probability one; conversely, the nay-saying segment has zero probability of voting Yes. The segment(s) who make trade-offs between the given options are considered to have a finite (and to be estimated) as specified in equation (1).
=
To establish certain components required to build the model, we assume that a choice scenario presents alternatives in choice set Cr, r=1,…,R, where R is the number of choice scenarios in a choice experiment. Each alternative i has utility , ,
If Yea-sayers
If Nay-sayers
where ir| is the systematic utility for the alternative in the r th scenario, conditional on belonging to class s (=1,…,S) with a set of preference component βs and an individual's sociodemographic characteristics Zi as well their perception, experience and knowledge as such that
and ir| is the stochastic utility of the alternative. If we assume that the ir| is independently and identically Gumbel distributed with scale µ, the class conditional choice model is a multinomial logit formulation:
We assume that given the class assignment, the Ri events are independent. This is possibly a strong assumption, especially given the nature of the sampling design used in our application--a stated choice experiment in which the individual answers in sequence, and in short order, repeated choice scenarios. In fact, there might well be correlation in the unobserved parts of the random utilities. The latent class does not readily extend to deal with this potential autocorrelation, so we have left this aspect for further research. Thus, for the given class assignment, the contribution of individual i to the likelihood would be the joint probability of the sequence Pi= [ Pi1, Pi2, …, Pir] . This is
The class assignment is unknown. Let His denote the prior probability for class s for individual i. The polytomous multinomial logit form is
where zi denotes a set of observable characteristics which enter the model for class membership. Note that not all θ's can be identified since the corresponding variables do not vary from class to class.
Hence, one must normalize one of these vectors to a constant, say, zero. We have chosen to normalize the θ for the last class, S. The likelihood for individual i is the expectation (over classes) of the classspecific contributions:
The Log likelihood for the sample is
Maximization of the log likelihood with respect to the S structural parameter vectors, βs and the S−1 latent class parameter vectors, θs is a conventional problem in maximum likelihood estimation.
RESULTS
UNDERSTANDING PREFERENCES OF DIFFERENT SURVEY SEGMENTS
A latent class model was used to estimate individual policy preferences for heritage site preservation to maintain its current visitation rate. In determining the final model, numerous models were estimated where we tested different utility specification and number of classes. Coincidentally, based on a comparison across both statistical measures of fit, such as the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) and the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), and behavioural interpretation, a five-class model was selected as the preferred model specification. To ease comprehension, we've named each segment an ordered them in terms of how strategically they have respondent to the referendum task.
Segment one was "Yea-sayers", who said yes to any amount of levy payment for any heritage sites and the second segment was "Nay-sayers", who were unwilling to pay any levy at all, no matter the amount or heritage type. The third segment was the "Historical site yea-sayers" who were willing to pay any levy amount for historical sites only. These three segments have completely responded to the referendum task strategically. This behaviour has been widely acknowledged in environmental choice modelling literature (see for example Bateman, Langford, Turner, Willis, & Garrod, 1995; Bennett & Adamowicz, 2001; Bennett & Blamey, 2001) . Segment four was the "Religious site nay-sayers" who were partially strategic with their responds. This segment was unwilling to pay any levy amount for religious sites, however, made trade-off for any historical and gardens site. Finally, the fifth group was the "Traders" who basically were completely engaged with trading-off between the given options.
To understand the relative distribution of the five respondent segments within the sampled population, a sample enumeration was carried out to calculate the expected size of each class. As presented in Table 3 , in total 44 % of the sample were categorised as being voting completely strategic in favour of or protesting the given policy. Among those, the model predicts that 22.7% of the population belong to the yea-saying, 13.9% belong to the nay-saying and 7.4% to the historical site yea-saying segment. More interestingly, 36.8% were partially strategic with their voting and only 19.2% of the sample voted non-strategically. Table 4 provides the parameter estimation results for each of the segments. These segments differ from each other in terms of their sensitivity to different policy attributes, and their demographic characteristics. Over subsequent paragraphs, we summarize some of the key attributes of each of these five classes to underscore the behavioural differences between the segments. Linear and nonlinear (quadratic) transformation of the continuous variables were both expressed in the utility functions. Further, to avoid collinearity of the linear and quadratic terms, orthogonal polynomial coding was used (for more information refer to chapter 9 in .
Segment 1 -Yea-sayers:
This segment is unlikely to be in the lower age spectrum (aged between 18-34 years). They are a family couple with no children and associated with a higher index score in the 'experience index 1 '. This index includes an average scoring of responding to a 5-point Likert scale related to how the individual felt regarding their last visit to a heritage site. The scores ranged from strongly disagree (score of 1) to strongly agree (5) for the following set of statements; had fun; were entertained; spent quality time with family and friends and found the heritage site pleasant. This segment has indicated that they are willing to pay any amount of levy within the studied range (100,000 -2,500,000 Rial) to maintain the current visitation rate for any heritage sites for any given time horizon and distance to heritage site.
Segment 2 -Nay-sayers: It is expected that this class is largely constituted of relatively young female in a one parent family structure with a college or below education level. They are unlikely to reside in the metro area and their total household income is associated with the lowest range of household income spectrum. Increase in the household size also increases the possibility of belonging to this segment. As mentioned previously this segment are unwilling to pay any levy at all, no matter the amount or heritage type.
Segment 3 -Historical site yea-sayers:
The characteristics associated with the class membership of this segment are those of affluent households. They are more likely to reside in the metro area and have a master's or a PhD degree, with the total household income of more than 45 million Rial.
Households belonging to this segment are more likely to be a couple with children, and be in the age bracket of 35-64 years old. As part of the survey we enquired about respondents' awareness sets regarding each heritage category studied. For this reason, each household was presented with each of the categories (i.e. garden, religious and historical) and were asked to indicate if they have visited the site previously. Households belonging to this segment are associated with indicating that they had visited the majority of the historical sites previously. This segment indicated that they are willing to pay any amount of levy within the studied range (100,000 -2,500,000 Rial) to maintain the current visitation rate for the historical sites only, and they are unwilling to pay any levy amount for gardens and religious sites no matter what the policy offered. This segment are unwilling to pay any levy amount for the religious sites no matter what the policy offers, however, they make trade-offs between policies related to historical and garden sites. In terms of their preferences towards the attributes of the latter sites, they have similar preferences towards time horizon and reduction in annual visit rates for both the sites. However, they are relatively more sensitive toward these attributes for the gardens compared to the historical sites. For a higher time, horizon and/or a lower percentage in reduction to the annual total visit, their probability of willing to pay levy decreases. This segment is indifference towards their distance from the gardens, however, their probability for WTP levy reduces if distance from the historical sites goes towards both end of distance spectrum (i.e. if the respondent is too close or too far away). Meaning that the WTP curve based on distance from site (holding every other variable constant) has a concave shape with its maximum value in the mid-point. Finally, with an increase in the levy amount, the probability of accepting the policy decreases. Having said that, the household belonging to this segment are more sensitive towards an increase in the levy amount for gardens compared to the historical sites.
Segment 5 -Traders: This segment was the base group for estimating the membership propensity function. Based on their taste in the preference function, belonging to the 45-64 years age bracket, frequency of visit to religious site and being a couple family with no children increases the probability of willing to pay a levy, whereas, being a one parent family reduces this probability. People in this segment are indifferent to the time horizon and reduction of visit rates for historical sites. Similar to households belonging to segment 4, their probability for WTP levy reduces if distance from the historical sites goes towards both end of the distance spectrum (i.e. 1km and 50km); and also with an increase in the levy amount, the probability of accepting the policy decreases. Interestingly this segment, when it comes to religious sites, has a higher preference towards both ends of the time horizon spectrum (WTP curve has a convex shape), meaning that they are more likely to accept paying a levy for a very short or very long duration. Even more surprising, the WTP curve based on reduction in annual visit rate has a concave shape and they are less likely to accept the policy if the reduction in the visit rate is too little or too high. An explanation for being unwilling to pay for the high reduction in the visit rate is that majority of the religious heritage sites are still functioning and provide services for any visitor to practice their religious observances on site. This may provide a circumstance that the household can benefit to practice his/her religious more freely in a less crowded environment. Finally, with an increase in proximity to a religious site WTP probability decreases. The same also applies for increase in the levy amount. This segment has the lowest sensitivity towards any changes regarding the latter two attributes discussed for religious sites relative to the historical and garden sites.
Regarding their taste preferences for the garden sites, this segment is very sensitive toward an increase in time horizon (relative to the other two heritage categories). The WTP decreases for an increase in time horizon. The preference for reduction in annual visit rate is similar to the religious site and has a quadratic function. Based on the sign of estimated parameter, the WTP curve for reduction in annual visit rate has a concave shape and the probability of accepting the policy for a very low or high reduction in visitation rate, decreases. Privacy related issues maybe an explanation for the disutility of accepting to pay a levy for the high reduction rate as the nature of the garden site and the flowers can provide a romantic environment. The distance attribute in the utility function have a quadratic function, and therefore the probability for WTP curve based on distance from garden site has a concave shape with its maximum value in the mid-point. Finally, this segment is more sensitive towards paying any levy amount for religious sites in comparison to the other two sites (historic and garden) and their WTP decreases by an increase in the levy amount (please refer to table for all the estimated parameters magnetite, sign and significance). 
WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR DIFFERENT HERITAGE SITES
Willingness to pay for management that preserves the heritage site and prevents visitation loss differed by segment and by heritage site (Table 5) . A sample enumeration was carried out to calculate the WTP amounts. The household average WTP amount was calculated using the sum of all five segments population propensity multiplied by the average WTP levy amount for each segment.
Overall the WTP was highest for 'Historical sites' (1,170,030 Rials). WTP for garden and religious site were calculated respectively at 883,808 Rials and 710,934 Rials. These WTP figures represent the sample population average values, whereby the proportion of households in the city that would be considered as a yea-sayers, nay-sayers, historical site yea-sayers, religious site nay-sayers and traders (based on their demographic characteristics) needs to be weighted up to the entire population of the city to be able to represent the true average WTP per household. 
DISCUSSION
Results of the referendum choice experiment presented in this study provide an estimate of WTP for management to preserve heritage sites in the face of erosion and to maintain current visitation rate.
We find that 86% of the population would be willing to pay some levy amount, dependent on the policy setting. Like other CV and CM studies, our study provides an estimate of non-market value.
Given that our referendum questioned respondents' willingness to pay a levy irrespective of heritage visitation, we consider that it represents non-use value. Moreover, because it was clear in our survey that any levy would be additional to the travel costs that individual respondents would incur to access a given heritage site, we consider that the non-use values estimated in this study are additional to use (e.g. recreation) values. The non-use values associated with the preservation of heritage sites estimated in our study can be used as an input to cost-benefit analysis of heritage management options in Shiraz (and elsewhere if benefit transfer is undertaken in an appropriate manner). This would enable the economic outcomes associated with different configurations of built and natural assets to be assessed and optimised in line with local community preferences for future heritage site configuration.
Our results indicate that there is a strong 'preservationist' attitude, whereby survey respondents demonstrated a preference to maintain the condition of heritage sites and visitation rates in their current level. This can be considered a positive result in terms of a sustainable financing perspective, in that WTP spans the breadth of the heritage sites and is not merely a reaction to intense heritage risk or damage, but it presents difficulties in terms of strategic prioritisation.
However, other findings can assist with spatial prioritisation of heritage management. These include the finding that respondents were willing to pay different levy amounts for different heritage sites (historical, religious and gardens). We also find differences in WTP amongst different populations segments (yea-sayers, nay-sayers, historical site yea-sayers, religious site nay-sayers and traders). To the extent that these can be linked to socio-demographic characteristics as well as awareness and experience, they can also be used to discriminate the value and heritage preferences of a specific community or local government area in order to assist with spatial prioritisation.
As a final note on the nature of non-market values for heritage sites presented in this study, we highlight that it is not necessarily the case that nay-sayers hold a zero non-use value for heritage sites.
An alternative explanation is that they may have lodged a 'protest vote' about the proposed payment vehicle (annual levy) or about where responsibility for further investment in heritage preservation lies -they may think that it should already be covered in their taxes. The size of this proportion of the population (14%) may be of concern if decision-makers are seeking to implement a mandatory levy to support heritage management. We recommend further research to identify respondents' motivations for nay-saying in order to determine if a more acceptable payment vehicle might be conceived.
